REMARKS 


In the Office action, claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 15 and 16 liave been rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable in view of various references. Importantly, 
claims 3-6, 9, 12-14 and 17-18 have been objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim. The Examiner has indicated that these claims would be allowable 
if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. The Examiner has also allowed claims 19-22. 

In this Response to Office Action, independent claim 1 has been amended to 
now include all of the limitations of the dependent claim 3 and dependent claim 3 has 
been canceled. The Examiner has indicated that such a claim would be allowable. To 
accommodate the cancellation of claim 3, claim 4 has been amended to now depend 
• from claim 1 . 

Also in this Response to Office Action, independent claim 8 has been amended 
to now include all of the limitations of the dependent claim 9 and dependent claim 9 has 
been canceled. The Examiner has indicated that such a claim would be allowable. 

Further herein, independent claim 15 has been amended to now include all of the 
limitations of the dependent claim 17 and dependent claim 17 has been canceled. The 
Examiner has indicated that such a claim would be allowable. 

In addition, new independent claim 23 has been added and includes all of the 
limitations of original independent claim 1 and original dependent claim 6. The 
Examiner has indicated that such a claim would be allowable. 
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Also, new independent claim 24 has been added and includes all of the 
limitations of original independent claim 8 and original dependent claims 10 and 12. 
The Examiner has indicated that such a claim would be allowable. Dependent claims 
13 and 14 have been amended to now depend from new claim 24. 

Lastly, new independent claim 25 has been added and includes all of the 
limitations of original independent claim 15 and original dependent claim 18. The 
Examiner has indicated that such a claim would be allowable. 

Amendments to the claims have been presented herein to improve the readability 
of the claims and to point out the features that distinguish the present invention over the 
cited art. Also, these amendments have been made to more clearly define the structure 
and cooperation of structure for the present invention. Claims 1. 2, 4-8, 10-16, and 18- 
25 are now pending. 

Reiections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
In the Office Action, claims 1. 7-8 and 10-1 1 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Rahbar-Dehghan (U.S. 6,587,197) and claim 2 has 
been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rahbar-Dehghan 
(U.S. 6,587,197) in view of Coffman et al. (U.S. 6,464,942). In addition, claim 15 has 
been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rahbar-Dehghan 
(U.S. 6,587,197) in view of Briggs et al. (5,560,811) and claim 16 has been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rahbar-Dehghan (U.S. 6,587,197) 
and Briggs et al. (5,560,811) and further in view of Malecki (4,587,213). Importantly, as 
indicated above, the Examiner has objected to claims 3-6. 9, 12-14 and 17-18 as being 
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dependent upon a rejected base claim. The Examiner has indicated that each of these 
claims would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations 
of the rejected base claim and any intervening claims. 

In this Response to Office Action, dependent claims 3, 6, 9, 12, 17 and 18 have 
been rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. With these amendments, all currently pending independent 
claims (i.e. claims 1, 8, 15, 23, 24 and 25) now include subject matter that the Examiner 
has indicated is allowable. 

Accordingly, Attorney for Applicant respectfully contends that independent claims 
1, 8, 15, 19, 23, 24 and 25, as amended, are nonobvious in light of the cited references. 
Further, since pending claims 2, 4-7, 10-14, 16, 18 and 20-22 depend either directly or 
indirectly from Independent claim 1, 8, 15, 19 or 24, they are likewise allowable. 

For the reasons set forth above. Applicant believes the basis for rejecting claims 
1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 15 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) has been overcome and the 
rejections should be withdrawn. 

The references cited by the Examiner, but not relied on for the rejection of claims, 
have been noted. 
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In conclusion, Applicant respectfully asserts that claims 1. 2, 4-8, 10-16, and 18- 
25 are patentable for the reasons set forth above, and that the application is now in a 
condition for allowance. Accordingly, an early notice of allowance is respectfully 
requested. The Examiner is requested to call the undersigned at 619-688-1300 for any 
reason that would advance the instant application to issue. 

Dated this \^day of April . 2004. 


Respectfully submitted. 



Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 30,202 

NYDEGGER & ASSOCIATES 
348 Olive Street 
San Diego, California 92103 
Telephone: (619) 688-1300 
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